ABSTRACT. The Australian and New Zealand Society of Criminology was an initiative of
These embraced advocacy of study, training and research in criminology, scholarly communication through conferences and publications and the promotion of understanding of criminology in parliaments, government and the public. The professional ambitions of the society were evident from the beginning in the constitutional restrictions on membership of the society. Clause 4 opened (or restricted) membership to persons who held either a university qualification 'in criminology or an applied field' or 'a senior position in either law enforcement or correctional services'. When three Justices of the Peace applied for membership the Melbourne executive members deferred acceptance, pending a consultation with the full executive which decided that a commission of JP was 'not in itself sufficient qualification for membership of the Society'. In practice such applicants usually had some other qualification justifying their admission. The applications of a husband and wife prompted an executive resolution on a joint fee (150%) for such members provided they 'have the same address'. Students ('pursuing studies that would lead to eligibility for membership') were admitted at reduced rates from 1968 -one of the earliest was from a theology student, presumably on the grounds of the role of chaplaincy in the prisons (the famed Pentridge chaplain Father Brosnan was another early member). 4 From the small Melbourne Department (four people in 1967) also flowed the initiative to establish the Society's journal. The journal was fundamental to the society's development, the principal site of the Society's activities for at least the first two decades.
Indeed it can be said that the society was founded in order to provide a mandate for the journal. As recalled by David Biles, the idea for a journal came from Allan Bartholomew, the Psychiatrist Superintendent at Pentridge Prison, a 'frustrated academic' who was a regular visitor to the Department 5 . Bartholomew had negotiated an understanding with the Southdown Press 'to publish a criminology journal without cost to him or us provided that he supplied suitable material for publication' (Biles, 2005 Zealand'. 6 The inaugural meeting at the Japanese Room heard a report from Allan
Bartholomew on the progress of his discussions with Southwood Press and mandated establishment of the journal.
The first issue of The Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology followed in March 1968, edited by Bartholomew, who continued in the role until 1980.
The journal was an important vehicle for maintaining a Melbourne-Sydney connection in the Society's activities. The first Assistant Editor was Duncan Chappell, then in the Institute of Criminology at Sydney. Funded by his Dean to visit Melbourne to meet the editor and discuss arrangements for the journal, Chappell recalls the occasion principally for his tour of the primitive Pentridge prison, where 'hard labour' prisoners still broke rocks, and an execution area was still in place (Chappell, 2005 Singapore.
There were risks as well as advantages in having a society founded principally to authorise a journal -and having a journal founded on the energies and initiative of its editor. Although the intention was to publish peer-reviewed articles Bartholomew appears to have had his own ideas about what that meant. Eventually he had to be replaced by the executive of the society in circumstances that were less than agreeable to him (Biles, 2005) . Reading back we see many weaknesses -and surprising absences. Some may have hoped in 1967 that the society would promote 'the theory and practice of criminology', but that was certainly not evident in the journal of the first decade or so. 7 It was not until 1976 that there appeared any material relation to Indigenous issues, in the form of a thoughtful editorial on fitness to plead and sentencing concerns (Editorial, 1976) . Feminism had yet to achieve any presence in Australian criminology: eventually the journal in 1982 published a special issue on 'Women and Crime' (Richmond & Broom, 1982) . The challenge of critical criminology was muted, though recognised very occasionally in book reviews (White, 1975) . But the journal had many of the features of a communication that helped mould a community with some identity -with often provocative editorials, book reviews (though perhaps too many written by Bartholomew himself), news of conferences and movements of personnel, along with the articles that were feeling their way into more systematic criminological research. Even so, a fairer estimate of the sum of the antipodean criminology field in the 1970s would have to move well beyond the journal, to take account for example of the successive editions of Chappell and Wilson's collections on the Australian justice system, first published in 1972 (Chappell & Wilson, 1972) ; the output of the Australian Institute of Criminology and other government bodies, including the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics; and the development in Sydney of a radical criminology, closely allied to prison reform and prisoners' action groups, its intellectual orientation and political commitment signalled by the production of the Alternative Criminology Journal (Brown, 2002) . Once the first editor moved on it is fair to say that the journal in the 1980s quickly broadened its scope, allowing more voices, and demanding higher standards of its research articles.
The society's constitutional aims included communication through conferences.
This was less readily achieved than the journal. Initial proposals involved an affiliation with a semi-professional advocacy organisation with strong affiliations to corrections, the Australian Prison After-Care Council, which had established a national conference which Barry and others attended. The more scholarly ambitions of the fledgling academic research community found expression in affiliation of the Society with the scientific community's ANZAAS in 1972 (probationary status) and the establishment of a regular
Criminology Section at those conferences from 1975. There was dissatisfaction from an early date with criminologists' approach to the ANZAAS context, with Bartholomew in particular deploring his colleagues' failure to embrace the thematic or problem-oriented aspirations of those events (Bartholomew, 1976 (Sallmann, 1988) .
These then were the founding moments of the Society and its journal. Accounts of institutional foundations can be too concrete, their threatening mundanity relieved only by the personalities, strengths and weaknesses of those who construct such outlets for professional and intellectual development. Two decades after the formation of the Society a challenging account of these institutional foundations charged that the directions of what was called 'Australian criminology' were laid in a 'conservative social milieu', and especially that Australian criminology in its formative years was dominated by law, its faculties and its ways of thinking (Carson & O'Malley, 1989) . A view that law provided the main intellectual impetus seemed confirmed by the prominence of legal figures among its early drivers, and others shared that view (Braithwaite, 1987) . Ten years later, following some work on the papers and career of Sir John Barry, I asked whether such an account was too retrospective in its focus, whether it took too little trouble to understand the history of those times in the perspective of those times (Finnane, 1998 (Finnane, 2007: 242-247) .
I have suggested elsewhere the kind of intellectual and institutional conditions in
Melbourne that fostered a relatively early post-war academic criminology in Australia, although I think also that the promising beginnings of the 1950s were followed by some This less than warm embrace of a key state institution conveys a little of the kinds of tension inhibiting as well as stimulating the opportunities being considered during these founding years. That tension demands a scrutiny that cannot be developed here, beyond suggesting that it raises questions about how far criminology in this part of the world during the 1950s and 1960s bore the characteristics discerned by Ian Loader of those representatives of the 'liberal elitism', the 'Platonic guardians' as he describes them (Loader, 2006) . While leading players like Barry and Morris shared many aspects of the liberal outlook richly analysed by Loader (the project of being civilized, a commitment to justice, a concern with practicality), the self-confident sense of being part of a governing elite that could manage and guide responses to crime is not readily applied to their disposition and role. Opposition was more their mode, even as they helped construct the institutions (parole boards, criminology departments, government institutes of criminology) that became the object of later critique (cf Carson & O'Malley, 1989) .
Population size, geographical dispersal, jurisdictional multiplicity, institutional cultures (there was no Oxbridge dominance) all contribute to the differences that mean we should be wary of interpreting governing dispositions in the antipodean world directly from English models.
We could spend much time here in fact in exploring the politics of these interactions between the advocates of criminology's development and the governmental institutions they sought both to woo and to change, in the course of their campaigns for a more research and professional orientation in criminal justice. But to understand the context and to estimate the significance of professional consolidation represented by the formation of the Society in 1967 I think it useful to ask some other questions about the position of antipodean criminology by that time. Having spent some time here focussed on very local events and orientations I want to ask us to consider how this local moment connected to international contexts of the time. I do so not so much with reference to an account of intellectual forebears and affiliations which would necessarily take us into a commentary on contemporary British and American criminology (see especially Becker & Wetzell, 2006; Garland, 1994; John H. Laub, 1983; J. H. Laub, 2004; Loader, 2006; T. Morris, 1988; Radzinowicz, 1999; Rafter, 1997; Zedner, 2003) , but to less well known and appreciated institutional and policy contexts. At a time when international contexts (whether in collaborative law enforcement, penological and criminal justice innovation, or research and training) press heavily on both Australia and New Zealand I think a greater awareness of these somewhat forgotten earlier contexts might serve some purpose in highlighting the distinctiveness of our place in the world.
ψ
The momentum for foundation of Society, journal and national institute was international as much as local in its drive. In a very specific sense its international dimension was also a regional one, an Asian-Pacific one. There were elements of this regional dimension that looked backward and forward -drawing on alliances built out of the crumbling British Empire and emergent Commonwealth, but also on new ones that In the course of the war Barry had also written about the prospects and challenges of an international court for trying war crimes (Barry, 1943a (Barry, , , 1943b of the United Nations were seeking to advance the practical recognition of the rights announced in the Declaration. We do well to remind ourselves, in this time as well as that, of some of those rights -Article 5 for example declaring that 'no one shall be subject to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment', or Article 9, that 'no one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention or exile, or Article 11 on the right to a fair trial.
For Australian lawyers, Morris argued, the value of the event lay in the opportunity to learn by comparison where local criminal law and procedure might be improved. But Australia he insisted also had a great deal to offer, especially in the area of 'governmentcitizen relationships in which, for historical reasons, our practices are outstandingly good' (p. 70). Coming from a person who was a persistent critic of institutional abuses, this was a compelling judgment, one inspired by Morris' consciousness of the cultural and political differences existing in the region. He considered that a fundamental value of such forums was their potential to contribute improvements through conference and discussion, in areas for example such as 'methods of preventing policemen from inflicting physical suffering on a suspected person in order to extract a confession from him' (p. 70). It was possible for countries in the region to seek technical assistance under arrangements such as the Colombo Plan, but few would risk 'political embarrassment' by directly seeking external guidance on topics such as criminal law and policing 'on which, understandably, countries are loath to admit they are backward' (p. 70).
There followed in Morris' report from the conference a sober-minded account of the many of the topics considered. Importantly Morris insisted on acknowledging the specific circumstances of government in each country, objecting to fundamentalist thinking about rights, divorced from the challenges of government in an era of decolonisation. 'For us', he said, 'in times of peace, the libertarian can, and indeed should take such a position; but it is well to remember that in time of war we accept such powers Report on Corporal Punishment, all documents used by this well-regarded judge to argue that there were some punishments that should be abandoned by the law. sentencing within as well as between jurisdictions, and the problems of lack of timely and adequate legal aid to indigent defendants. 12 As rapporteur for the section Norval Morris cannot have been wholly responsible for inflecting the discussions on such a topic in these directions, but his report has the subversive undertone of somebody wanting to turn established assumptions on their head. It was also a kind of signal to the imaginative intervention offered in The honest politician's guide to crime control, the collaborative product of Gordon Hawkins in 1970 (N. Morris & Hawkins, 1970) . At its fortieth birthday the Society has much to celebrate. Institutions like this can be fragile. They don't emerge from nothing and they don't survive on hot air, even if they produce more than a fair share during their annual talkfests! They are the product of hard work, imagination, a sense of a future, a commitment to dialogue and (importantly) a toleration of difference. They also sustain the current generation of members and nurture future ones. Criminology in this part of the world is in a pretty healthy state and the Society has played no small part in that.
The Society has always exhibited a tension between the academic and the Those beginnings are worth remembering at such a time as this.
